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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 35 and 36 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate of 
claims 11 and 12. 

In both claims, 35 and 36, the phrase "claim 1" on lines 1, respectively, where interpreted 
as "claim 25" as clearly intended. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1 1, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
appHcant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1 1 and 12 recite the Umitation " the same web page" and "another web page" 
(lines 2, respectively). There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claims. The 
claims do not point out to the terms, mentioned above, or explain the use of them making the 
claims vague and indefinite. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
The examiner has interpreted that the term "link" in claim 1, step c, refers to web-page 
documents. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-4, 6-16, 18-28, and 30-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kozma (U.S 5,983,169 issued on Feb. 9, 1999) in view of Chanod (U.S 
6,269,189 filed in Nov. 29, 1998 and issued on Jul. 31, 2001). 

6. As per claims 1, 13, and 25, Kozma teaches: 

• A method, system, and computer readable medium for translating a first text in a first 
language to a second text in a second language (machine translation system, col. 2, line 
36); 

• Analyzing a first phrase in its immediate context in the first text for the existence of a 
first translation to a unique phrase in the second text in the second language and 
Translating the first phrase to a unique second phrase in the second text if the first 
translation is found to exist (coL 6, lines 37-42); 

• Translating the first phrase to a second phrase using the additional context "external 
knowledge" (col. 4, line 1) obtained from a second text if the first translation is not found 
to exist (in the case of "the mother of the boy and the orphan", col. 3, Une 64, the system 
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used additional information to define the "orphan" and therefore provide the right 
translation). 

However, Kozma does not teach obtaining additional context using a link related to the first 
text if the unique phrase is not found. 

Chanod, however, teaches an annotation system (col. 17, Unes 56-57), suggesting the use of 
links, for providing extra translation information to the user (hyperlinks, providing the user with 
translations, col. 17, lines 56-66). 

Kozma and Chanond are analogous art because they are fi'om the same art of extracting 
information. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have added Chanond' s feature of extracting information through hyperlinks to 
the translation system of Kozma, to have "interactive aids for consulting on-line documents" to 
clarify ambiguous words, as taught by Chanond (col. 17, lines 18-26) 

7. As per claims 2, 14, and 26, Kozma teaches a translation machine wherein the first phrase 
is a word (col. 6, lines 14-15). 

8. As per claims 3, 15, and 27, Kozma does not teach hyperlinks in HTML code. 
However, Chanond do teach an annotation system (col. 17, hnes 56-57), wherein he uses 

hyperlinks in HTML code (col. 14, lines 25-30). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have added Chanond's feature of using hyperlinks in HTML code to the 
translation system of Kozma to provide to access to help information from on-line multi- 
documents. 

9. As per claims 4, 16, and 28, the examiner takes official notice that it's well known that 
PDF files, Lotus Notes files, Lotus Word Pro files, Microsoft Word files and Microsoft Windows 
help files are standard text formats. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have the input text in one of those formats 
for the text translator to read, in order to make the system more versatile. 

10. Claims 5, 17, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kozma in view of Chahod as applied to claims 1,13, and 25 above, and further in view of Brown 
et al. (U.S 5,293,584 issued on March. 8, 1994). 

Kozma teaches: 

• Extracting external information to solve word disambiguation (as in example of col. 3, 
line 64); 

• Selecting the best second phrase to be used in the translation (col. 6, lines 17-21) and 
determining of the "likeliest" (most probable) intended meaning" (col. 6, line 21). 

However, Kozma does not teach collecting parent-phrases containing the first phrase from 
the additional context. 



Application/Control Number: 09/740,780 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2654 

Chanond, however, teaches a system that uses hyperUnks (see rejection of claims 3, 15, 
and 27) to provide "access to related information" (col. 17, line 24) that could be used in 
"translations" (col. 17, line 21). 

Kozma and Chanond are analogous art because they are from the same art of extracting 
information to provide text translation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have added Chanond' s feature of using hyperlinks to collect aid information 
to the translation system of Kozma, in order to select the best translation for an input phrase. 

Neither Kozma nor Chanond teaches determining the probability for all possible second 
phrases of the parent-phrases in the second language. 

Brown et al., however, teach using the source sentence information to estimate the 
probability of a text (col 2, lines 6-10). 

Kozma, Chanond and Brown et al. are analogous art because they are from the same art 
of text processing. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have added the Brown et al.'s feature of determining probability to Chanond' s 
feature of using hyperlinks and combine them with the translation system of Kozma in order to 
provide the user with the most accurate translation. 

11. As per claims 6, 18, and 30, Kozma teaches a parsmg system that is used on the input 
expressions (col. 3, lines 8-13) and grammar models (col. 3, line 15), a transfer lexicon or 
dictionary (correspondence dictionary, col. 4, lines 7-8), and a translation process as described in 
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claims 5, 17, and 29. As a result, the steps of parsing the context containing the phrase, giving a 
grammatical structure of the context; f ) determining the parent-phrases on the basis of 
combining the related grammatical components and searching a transfer lexicon; and g') 
constructing a temporary lexicon by corresponding entries of all the parent-phrases in the 
transfer lexicon to be used in one or more successive translation procedures are necessarily 
included in the translation process described above. 

12. As per claims 7, 19, and 31, Kozma teaches analyzing a local collocation (in the example 
of "the mother of the boy and the orphan", col. 3, line 64, the translation system uses the phrase 
above as a collocation for the word "orphan" to determine its meaning). Furthermore, the 
examiner takes official notice that it's v^ell known to have a translation system with an enclosed 
dictionary of synonyms for analyzing an input text and matching words to provide the user with 
the right information. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have a system that uses synonym analysis to provide text 
translation, otherwise, the system's search process will be limited and the outcome will be not 
complete. 

13. As per claims 8, 20, and 32, Kozma teaches a dictionary lexicon (correspondence 
dictionary, col. 4, lines 7-8). 



14. 



As per claims 9, 21, and 33 Kozma teaches a word meaning analyzer (col. 3, lines 39-41). 
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15. As per claims 10, 22, and 34 Kozma teaches a sentence analyzer (col. 3, lines 29-39). 

16. As per claims 11, 12, 23, 24, 35, and 36, Kozma does not teach Hnks to context within the 
same or in a different web page. 

Chanond, however, teaches links to online documents (col. 17, lines 25-26), 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have added Chanond' s feature of using hyperlinks to the translation system of 
Kozma, in order to select the best translation for an input phrase. 

Neither Kozma nor Chanond do specify if the link to context is within the same web 
page or in a different web page. The examiner takes official notice that it's well known to have 
information links within the same webpage or in a different webpage. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
to have information links within and in a different webpage to get enough information about a 
word or a subject. 

Conclusion 

17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. De La Huerga (U.S 6,5 16,321) teaches a method that automatically creates 
hyperlinks between references to eliminate ambiguity. Pringle et al, (U.S 6,470,306) teaches a 
translation of annotated source documents into another language while preserving the 
annotations in the translation. Corbin (U.S 6,295,542) teaches a method and system for 
automatic insertion of hypertext into documents of encoded text. 
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18. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Abdelali Serrou whose telephone number is 571-272-7638, The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Talivaldis Smits can be reached on 571-272-7628. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

19. Information regarding the status of an appUcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Abdelali Serrou 
07/05/05 




TAUVALDIS IVARS ^MITS 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



